Contestant argues that the foregoing contention is clearly supported
by the lang >ge of section 103(f) which provides that "Such representative
of miners wl.  is also an employee of the operator shall suffer no loss of
pay during the period of his partipation in the inspection made under this
subsection" 'Emphasis supplied by contestant.].  Contestant argues that
section 103', c) only requires that the miners' representative suffer .no loss
of pay for the actual time he spends accompanying the inspector.  Contestant
correctly states that Auville was paid for the time he actually spent with
the inspector and claims that Auville, ij: he had chosen to do so, could have
worked on his regular midnight shift to make up the difference in pay be-
tween an 8-bour shift and the amount of pay he earned while accompanying
the inspector.

Contestant's brief (p. 6) stresses, in support of the foregoing argument,
that it is important to recognize what section 103(f) does not provide.  It is
contended that the section (1) does not provide that the miners' representative
be an elected member of the *union safety committee, (2) does not provide that
the miners' representative must receive special training to be qualified to
accompany an inspector, (3) does got: provide that mine management alter work
schedules to accommodate a particular miners' representative- who is chosen
by the miners, and (4) does noj: provide that management provide work to a
miners' representative on any shift other than his or her regularly scheduled
shift.

UMWA's brief (p. 4) and the Secretary's brief (p. 15) emphasize different
words in the same portion of "section 103(f) cited by contestant to reach a
conclusion exactly opposite ff'bm the .position taken by contestant.  Specifi-
cally, they read the pertinent language as follows:  "Such representative of
miners who is also an employee of the operator shall _su_f_fer rio loss jo_f pay
during the period of his participation in the inspection made under this
subsection" [Emphasis supplied by UMWA and Secretary.].  UMWA argues that it
is apparent from the language of section 103(f) that the right to compensation
is coextensive with the right to accompany the inspector.  The Secretary points
out that Congress could have x^ritten that a miners' representative would be
paid for the time he or she accompanied an inspector, but instead Congress
chose a much broader provision than that and stated that the miners' repre-
sentative would suffer no loss of pay.

As a matter of fact, section 103(f) is silent even as to contestant's
concession that management is obligated to furnish work to the miner "on any
shift other than his regularly scheduled shift" (Contestant's brief, p. 6).
If the pertinent language from section 103(f) is interpreted by placing
emphasis on the words "during the period of his participation in the inspec-
tion made under this subsection", then that language is just as restrictive
against paying the miners' representative who accompanies an inspector on the
representative's regular shift as it is against paying the miners' representa-
tive who accompanies an inspector on a shift other than the representative's
regular shift.  It is only common sense that Congress would not have pro-
vided that the miners' representative "shall suffer no loss of pay during the
period of his participation." if it had expected that the miner would not be
allowed to work for the remainder of a shift so as to be paid for the balance
of a given 8-hour shift not spent in walking around with an inspector.quiring  two
